Introduction 31
Consumer trust is a vital component in any market, without which the selling and 32 purchasing of goods and services as well as the development of new products would prove 33 difficult or impossible (Nuttavuthisit & Thøgersen, 2017) . The concept of trust is broad and 34 overlaps multiple disciplines including economics, psychology, and sociology. Such wide 35 scope has led to the creation of various definitions of trust. For example, it has been defined 36 as the "willingness to rely on an exchange partner in whom one has confidence" (Moorman, 37
Deshpande, & Zaltman, 1993, p. 82) and "confidence in an exchange partner's reliability and 38 integrity (Morgan & Hunt, 1994, p. 23) (for further definitions of trust see Bozic (2017) ). 39
Arguably the most well-known definition refers to trust as "the willingness of a party to be 40 vulnerable to the actions of another party based on the expectation that the other will 41 perform a particular action important to the trustor, irrespective of the ability to monitor or 42 control that other party" (Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 1995, p. 712) . With regards to the 43 consumer, this means that they will spend based upon the expectation that the product or 44 service that they will receive is authentic and genuine. Extensive research has identified 45 several components of consumer trust. At a basic level, expertise and trustworthiness have 46 been highlighted as key factors (Frewer & Miles, 2003) . However, further components are 47 more consistently found in the literature. Specifically, competence, benevolence, integrity, 48 openness, and honesty are some of the components that have been suggested to form trust 49 (For further details see Connolly & Bannister (2007) ). 50
While consumer trust is essential to any market, it is particularly relevant to the food 51 market. Consumers expect foods available for purchase to be safe and of satisfactory 52 quality. If a consumer trusts and therefore unknowingly purchases and consumes an 53 inauthentic or unsafe product, this may lead to consequences ranging from a poor sensory 54 3 Trust at a wider level is also important in the food sector. Mutual trust between businesses is 67 necessary for food supply chains to operate and be successful (Meixner et al., 2009) . 68
Business to business trust is essential given that those in businesses face the same issues 69 as consumers, such as the inability to scrutinize all quality characteristics of food (Fritz, 70 Martino, & Surci, 2008) . 71
Current consumer trust in the food chain and production system is relatively low 72 (Coveney et al., 2015) . In addition to the impact of food scares and safety incidents, it has 73 been suggested that the complexity of the food industry may also affect trust (Giampietri, 74 Verneau, Del Giudice, Carfora, & Finco, 2018). Increasing sophistication and globalisation of 75 the food market means that consumers are more distanced from the source than ever. This 76 is both literally in terms of urban living and physical proximity to farms and metaphorically 77 with regards to position amongst multiple actors in the food production chain (Berg, 2004; 78 Wilson et al., 2016) . This increase in complexity and distance may not only have contributed 79 to a decline in trust but has also simultaneously meant that trust is more important for the 80 consumer than ever. Food safety and quality have been deemed as a 'black box' for 81 consumers who must rely upon and place their trust in the actors involved in various stages 82 of the food chain (De Jonge, Van Trijp, Jan Renes, & Frewer, 2007; Giampietri et al., 2018) . 83
Transforming consumer trust in food is a current key challenge (Giampietri et al., 2018; 84 PriceWaterhouseCoopers, 2015) . Given predicted global trends such as a rapidly increasing 85 population and climate change and the ensuing scarcity of resources, current consumer trust 86 must be rebuilt to ensure a future sustainable food system. Recently the most optimal 87 strategies for rebuilding consumer trust in food were identified by actors in the food system 88 as; transparency, protocols and procedure, be proactive, collaborate with stakeholders, and 89 put consumers first (Wilson et al., 2016) . These strategies were also endorsed by 90 consumers (Tonkin et al., 2019). Communication following a food safety incident should 91 demonstrate care, commitment, consistency, coherence, and clarity (Hobbs, 2011) . 92
Traceability and transparency are promising potential solutions to increase consumer 93 trust. For example, Japan has a mandatory beef traceability system allowing consumers to 94 trace beef through their mobile phone or a website using an identification number (Jin & 95 Zhou, 2014 such as these to rebuild consumer trust have been or can be successful, it is necessary that 99 trust is assessed accurately. As previously mentioned, consumer trust is a broad concept 100 spanning numerous disciplines. Trust is a latent concept meaning that it is not directly 101 observable, as a result, numerous items and questions have been created to measure it. 102
Interpersonal trust considers trust as a personality type trait such that individuals are viewed 103 as having a disposition to trust and be trusting of others. For example, "Most people can be 104 counted on to do what they say they will do" (Rotter, 1967 The aforementioned studies measure different types of trust using different items, 117 however, some of these items and scales lack validity and/or reliability suggesting that they 118 may not be scientifically sound. Additionally, while the broad range of items and scales to 119 measure consumer trust is encouraging, the field is fragmented and to the best of our 120 knowledge there exists no single comprehensive collection or toolkit to measure consumer 121 trust along the food chain. As such, the current set of studies aims to develop a valid and 122 reliable food consumer trust toolkit. Researchers can choose items to measure trust along 123 the food chain depending on the focus(es) of their study. 124
A series of three studies was used to develop and validate questionnaire items to 125 measure consumer trust in food. Each of the studies used an online survey to develop and 126 validate the toolkit. Study one involved a brief review of the literature and generation of the 127 initial pool of relevant items. Study two was used to confirm the findings of study one and 128 reduce and refine the number of items. Study three tested the reliability of the toolkit. 129 130 trust, trust, confidence, food supply chain, food systems, food networks, measur*, tool*, 136 scale*. A total of 9,048 articles were retrieved and assessed for relevance. Duplicate and 137 irrelevant articles (such as those which did not contain a measurement of trust) were 138 removed, leading to an in-depth review of 40 full text articles. A further manual search of the 139 grey literature and publication lists of known authors in the field led to the inclusion of an 140 additional five articles. The most commonly used items and scales were collated and 141 critiqued by four researchers in the areas of food quality, safety, and nutrition (TB, FL, MS, 142 MD). Items were selected based upon their frequency of use within the literature, face 143 validity, and any other validity or reliability testing which had been conducted. These 144 selected items were then administered to participants using an online survey (for further 145 information, see section 2.1). This study aimed to generate an initial pool of items that could 146 be used to measure consumer trust. 147 148 2.1 Method 149
Trust items 150
Following the critical review, those items identified as most appropriate and relevant 151 by the researchers were included in the initial pool of consumer trust items (n = 54). All items 152 were measured on a seven point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly 153 agree). Overall, the items spanned five levels of the food chain, ranging from the general to 154 the specific: 155  Interpersonal trust. Trust at the individual level. How trusting an individual is in 156 general as a person. Example item: "Most people are basically good and kind". 157  General organisation trust. Trust at the organisation level. How much an individual 158 trusts a certain organisation (related to food but not involved in the food chain) in 159 general. Example item: "<organisation> is dependable" 160  Specific organisation trust. How much an individual trusts an organisation in terms of 161 a specific area or to perform a specific task. Example item: "<organisation> are good 162 at looking at the evidence and judging what to do". 163  Food chain trust. How much an individual trusts the actors or organisations involved 164 in food production. Example item: "<organisation/actor> has the competence to 165 control the safety of food". 6 169 Participants and procedure 170
Individuals were invited to participate in the survey by a research agency from their 171 online panel of UK consumers in October 2018. Individuals completed a series of screening 172 questions to assess their eligibility to take part in the study. To avoid bias, anyone working in 173 (or living in a household with anyone working in) food safety, food processing or 174 manufacturing as well as the farming, growing, wholesale or retail of food or drinks were 175 excluded. Those aged under 18 were also excluded. Quotas were applied to achieve a 176 nationally representative UK sample in terms of age, gender, and region. The final sample 177 number was 481, with individuals ranging in age from 18 to 92 years old (M = 46.64, SD = 178 17.06) ( Table 1) . Participants completed sociodemographic items followed by the trust items 179 for each type of trust. While we believed that that the trust items could be applied to any 180 organisation, product, or food chain actor, in this survey we used the European Food Safety 181 Authority (EFSA) as the organisation, beef burgers as the product, and food manufacturers 182 as the food chain actor. EFSA was defined to participants as an organisation which 'provides 183 independent scientific advice about food risks and food safety to the public and decision 184 makers who regulate food safety in Europe'. To ensure no missing data, a forced response 185 option was used for all items. The questionnaire took approximately 20 minutes to complete. Prior to data analysis, where necessary, items were reversed coded so that a higher 193 score indicated greater trust for all items. Exploratory factor analysis (principal axis factoring) 194 with direct oblimin rotation was used. This oblique rotation was used as it was believed that 195 the factors (types of trust) would be related (Yong & Pearce, 2013). For example, if someone 196 has a high level of interpersonal trust and is a trusting person, one would expect they will 197 also have a high level of trust in other areas. Each iteration of the factor analysis was refined 198 using cut-off criteria outlined below until an optimal solution was reached. All analyses were 199 conducted using IBM SPSS Statistics v25. 7 201 2.2 Results
202
The results showed an excellent Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) value of 0.95 (Kaiser, 203 1974 ) and a significant (p < .001) Bartlett's Test of Sphericity, indicating that the sample was 204 adequate for factor analysis (Field, 2009). Eight factors were apparent in the data, as shown 205 by Eigenvalues greater than 1 (Kaiser, 1960). However, one factor had no items which 206 loaded highest upon this factor and another factor contained only two items which loaded 207 highest upon it. In general, each factor should contain at least three items (Carpenter, 2018) . 208
Given this, the analysis was conducted again with the instruction to extract six factors only. 209
In order to evaluate the six factor solution and reduce the number of items, the 210 following criteria were used: No factors with fewer than three items (Carpenter, 2018) , no 211 items which cross-loaded greater than 0.3 across factors, no items with communality less 212 than 0.3, and no items with corrected item scale correlation less than 0.3 (Worthington & 213 Whittaker, 2006) . Typically, items with factor loadings less than 0.3 or 0.4 are also removed 214 (Worthington & Whittaker, 2006) . However, given the relatively small number of items 215 removed using the aforementioned criteria and the need to further reduce the number of 216 items in the scale at this stage, as well as the suggestion that the factor loading cut-off 217 should be set as high as possible (Worthington & Whittaker, 2006) , it was decided to use a 218 more stringent minimum factor loading of 0.6. Items were removed only if they improved or 219 did not reduce the reliability (Cronbach's Alpha) of that factor. In total, 9 items were 220 removed, leaving 45 items. 221
The remaining items were subjected to a final exploratory factor analysis to ensure 222 that the factor structure and results were acceptable following the previous modifications. All 223 factors contained at least three items, no items cross-loaded on more than one factor, and 224 the minimum factor loading was 0.6. In addition, the internal reliability values for each scale 225 (Cronbach's Alpha) were above the typical cutoff value of 0.6-0.7 (Hair, Black, Babin, & 226 Anderson, 2014), therefore, all 45 items were retained. A review of the factors and their 227 associated items suggested that factor 1 related to trust in organisations; factor 2 related to 228 product trust; factor 3 interpersonal trust; factor 4 trust in the food chain; factor 5 229 organisation distrust; and factor 6 interpersonal distrust. Following refinement, items loaded well on factors and there was little evidence of cross-234 loading, suggesting defined and distinct factors. While it was hypothesised that the data 235 would lead to five factors, six factors emerged. As expected, interpersonal trust, food chain 236 trust, and product trust were apparent as separate factors in the data. However, specific 237 organisation trust appeared to merge with general organisation trust, suggesting that 238 consumers may not distinguish between the two. Unexpectedly, two distrust factors were 239 identified in the data -interpersonal distrust and organisation distrust. The next step was to 240 confirm these findings using a larger sample. 241 242 3. Study 2 -Confirmation and validation of factorial structure 243 Following the establishment of the factor structure in study 1, study 2 aimed to confirm 244 these findings in a larger sample. A number of other scales and measures were included in 245 this study to allow for validation testing of the trust toolkit, these are outlined in section 3.1. were adapted so that EFSA was defined as the example organisation/corporation, as was 284 the case with the items measuring trust in organisations. Items in this scale included 'EFSA 285 do not accept accountability for their actions' and 'EFSA intentionally deceives the public'. 286
These items were included to examine the convergent validity of the organisation trust 287 factor. 288 289
Frequency of buying 290
Individuals were asked approximately how often they purchase beef burgers (the 291 chosen product used for the items measuring product trust) using a scale from 1 (never) to 9 292 (once or more a day). This item was included to examine the convergent validity of the 293 product trust factor. 294
Food quality interest 296
To measure interest in food quality, three items were adapted from the general health 297 and do not worry about the quality of food'. These items were selected as the most relevant 300 to measure interest in food quality, with other items in the scale measuring healthiness and 301 nutrients. Each item was measured on a seven point scale ranging from strongly disagree to 302 strongly agree. These items were included to examine the convergent validity of the product 303 trust factor. 304 305 Participants and procedure 306
As with study 1, a research agency invited potential participants from their online 307 panel of consumers to partake in the study (in November 2018). To ensure that the 308 developed trust toolkit had cross-cultural relevance, individuals from countries with varying 309 levels of trust were invited to participate. The 2018 Edelman Trust Barometer (Edelman, 310 2018) and the Eurobarometer 354 (European Food Safety Authority, 2010) were used to 311 select countries according to their levels of general trust and levels of confidence in 312 organisations related to food such as EFSA. Using these sources, the UK was chosen as a 313 country to sample as it has the lowest level of trust in general (alongside Ireland) in Europe, 314 and amongst the lowest levels of confidence in Europe for organisations related to the food 315 chain. Finland was chosen as a country high in confidence in organisations relating to the 316 food chain. Nordic countries (and particularly Finland) typically have a high level of trust for 317 issues relating to food (Jokinen, Kupsala, & Vinnari, 2012). Germany is typically amongst 318 either the lowest or highest ranking countries in Europe for confidence depending on the 319 food-related organisation and has an average level of trust in general amongst European 320 countries. Greece was chosen to be sampled as it is a Southern European country in 321 contrast to the aforementioned Northern European countries and this may be reflected in 322 differing attitudes to food. For example, individuals in Greece have high levels of concern for 323 food production and quality (European Commission, 2012) 324
Individuals under the age of 18 or those working in (or living in a household with 325 anyone working in) food safety, food processing or manufacturing as well as the farming, 326 growing, wholesale or retail of food or drinks were excluded from participation. The final 327 samples for each country were approximately representative in terms of age, gender, and 328 region (maximum +/-8% difference between population figures and sample achieved). In 329 total, 1,027 individuals participated (UK n = 256; Germany n = 257; Finland n = 253, Greece 330 n = 253). The mean age was 46.99 (SD = 16.95, range = 18 to 85) ( Table 2) . 331 332 333 <Insert Table 2 about here>  334   335 Prior to the rollout of the survey, all questions and instructions were translated into the 336 primary language of each sample country by native speakers. These translations were then 337 proofread by a second native speaker and quality assured by a third linguist before being 338 confirmed by the project manager (also a trained linguist). As with survey 1, EFSA was 339 specified as the organisation for items measuring organisation trust, beef burgers were 340 specified as the product for items measuring product trust, and food manufacturers were 341 specified as the actor in the chain for items measuring trust in the food chain. Participants 342 completed sociodemographic details then the 45 trust items followed by the remaining items. Initial fit statistics showed that the model retained from survey 1 was acceptable (see 383 Table 3 ). The chi-square value was significant and greater than 2-3 times larger than the 384 χ 2 /df, however, this fit statistic is known to be sensitive to large sample sizes such as that in 385 the current study. While the RMSEA value was greater than 0.05, this was still acceptable at 386 0.08 (Hooper, Coughlan, & Mullen, 2008). The CFI, NFI, and TLI were all acceptable at 387 approximately 0.90. 388
While the modification indices were examined for potential improvements to model fit, 389 no changes were made as these were not justifiable by theory or rationale. However, two of 390 the factors (organisation distrust and interpersonal distrust) consisted of only negatively 391 worded items. Past research on scale development has found that the inclusion of negatively 392 worded items in a scale or questionnaire may lead to spurious factors containing only these 393 items (X. Zhang, Noor, & Savalei, 2016). This is due to a method effect and the manner in 394 which participants respond to negative items, rather than these items representing true 395 factors. To test for methods effects, two further models (models 2 and 3) were created 396 (Table 3).  397   <Insert table 3 about here>  398   399 Model 2 was a modification of model 1 which allowed the error terms of the 400 negatively worded items to covary. This produced similar results to those of model 1. Model 401
Overall, it can be seen that model 3 achieved better fit statistics than models 1 and 2. 404 This is perhaps unsurprising given the large number of positively worded items and therefore 405 large number of modifications made to the model to allow the error terms to covary. Fit 406 statistics provide guidance as to the acceptability of each model, however, theory and 407 parsimony are also important considerations in model selection. Given this, and that the 408 results show that the improvement in fit of model 3 over models 1 and 2 was marginal, 409 model 1 was established as the most relevant, parsimonious, and acceptable model for the 410 data. All items loaded well on their respective factors, with a minimum item loading in the 411 model of 0.6 ( Figure 1) . The final items can be seen in Table 4 . 
Face validity 417
To ensure that the toolkit had face validity, four consumer researchers in the areas of 418 food quality, safety, and nutrition (TB, FL, MS, MD) reviewed the final model. All items were 419 examined to ensure that they measured what they claim to measure. It was agreed that all 420 items were appropriate for their factor (type of trust) and that no items were too similar or 421 measured more than one type of trust. Therefore, face validity was established. 422
Convergent validity 423
Convergent validity was examined by comparing the relationships between the trust 424 measures and other existing scales or variables which have been previously linked with 425 trust. Spearman's rank correlation analyses showed that the trust measures in the current 426 study were significantly correlated with existing related items as expected (Table 5) . For 427 example, frequency of buying was linked with product trust -the more one trusts a product, 428 the more likely they are to buy that product. Therefore, convergent validity of each trust 429 factor and the toolkit was established. Convergent validity of the toolkit was further 430 established as none of the trust factors had an AVE of below 0.5 (minimum AVE 0.53 -431 results not shown). 432
<Insert Table 5 about here>  433 434
Discriminant validity 435
Initial evidence of discriminant validity was seen in the factor loadings in the CFA in 436 the current study and EFA in study one. None of the items cross-loaded on to more than one 437 factor or type of trust. Table 6 also shows evidence of discriminant validity as the square root 438 of the AVE for each trust factor is greater than the correlation between that factor and the 439 other trust factors. The MSV was also less than the AVE for each factor, further indicating 440 discriminant validity. 441 442 <Insert The purpose of study two was to confirm the structure and test the validity of the scales 446 developed in the previous study. Given the emergence of two unexpected distrust factors in 447 study one, the current study began by using confirmatory factor analysis to develop models 448 to test whether these distrust factors may have emerged due to methods effects, as a result 449 of individuals responding differently to these items as they were negatively worded. While the results suggested some improvement in model fit when methods effects were 451 addressed, this was likely as a result of the large number of modifications made to the 452 model. It is therefore suggested that the two distrust factors are true factors and not due to 453 methods effects and patterns of responding. Given the parsimony of the initial confirmed 454 model from study one, this was accepted as the final model. 455
Results of the validity testing suggest that the toolkit has face, convergent, and 456 discriminant validity. Furthermore, the use of four countries in the sample suggests that the 457 toolkit may be applied across different countries and cultures. 458 All participants who fully completed study 2 were re-contacted two weeks after 468 completion to invite participation in study 3. The study took place in November and 469 December 2018. In total, 247 participants were recruited across the four countries (UK n = 470 59, Finland n = 60, Germany n = 58, and Greece n = 70), the mean age was 50.64 (SD = 471 16.35, range = 18 to 65) ( Table 7) . 472 473 <Insert Table 7 about Consumer trust is an important aspect of the food market. Consumers expect that modernisation in the food supply chain have arguably not only led to decreases in consumer 515 trust, but have also simultaneously led to a growing importance in trust as consumers 516 become further distanced from development and production. In order to understand if 517 attempts to improve consumer trust are successful, it is necessary to have a valid and 518 reliable method of measuring trust. While a plethora of studies have measured different 519 aspects of consumer trust in relation to food, many of the measures developed lack 520 validation and/or reliability. In order to ensure that changes following efforts to increase 521 consumer trust represent true effects, validation and reliability of scales are vital. The aim of 522 the current set of studies was to develop and test a consumer trust toolkit consisting of items 523 which can be used to measure consumer trust in relation to various actors or aspects of the 524 food system. The results suggest that the scales developed contain accurate items which 525 may be used to measure different aspects of consumer trust. 526
A review of the literature suggested that there were five different types of trust 527 relating to the food chain: Interpersonal trust, general organisation trust, specific organisation 528 trust, food chain trust, and product trust. However, results from our exploratory factor 529 analysis suggested six different factors: Interpersonal trust, organisation trust, food chain 530 trust, product trust, interpersonal distrust, and organisation distrust. Inspection of the factors 531 showed that those items we believed measured specific trust in organisations grouped 532 together with those items we believed measured (general) organisation trust. This suggests 533 that consumers do not distinguish between general trust in organisations and trust in 534 organisations to perform certain tasks. That is, if an individual trusts an organisation in 535 general, then this trust appears to extend to trust in their ability to perform any specific tasks. 536
In the literature, trust is separated into general versus specific trust, where general trust is 537 referred to as interpersonal trust or a personality trait and specific trust as trust in a specific 538 entity or object (Stefani, Cavicchi, Romano, & Lobb, 2008) . Referring back to the definition of 539 trust provided in the introduction as "the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the actions 540 of another party based on the expectation that the other will perform a particular action 541 important to the trustor, irrespective of the ability to monitor or control that other party" 542 (Mayer et al., 1995) , it is logical that specific trust relates to a specific entity rather than a 543 specific task. This indistinguishable link between general trust in an organisation and trust in 544 the organisation's ability to perform certain tasks means that entities involved in food 545 production and supply have some flexibility with regards to their actions, as these are trusted 546 by the consumer. When an organisation's tasks or actions are considered to be honest and 547 sincere, this may produce a halo effect of improving the general trust in that organisation. 548 A further interesting finding from the results was the identification of two distrust 549 factors -interpersonal distrust and organisation distrust. This was unexpected given that we 550 did not believe that any items in the questionnaire measured distrust. However, several 551 items measuring trust were negatively worded, that is, they differed in their wording 552 compared to most other items in the questionnaire. An example of a positively worded item 553 was "most people are trustworthy" while a negatively worded item was "you can't trust 554 strangers anymore". The inclusion of negatively worded items is designed to reduce 555 acquiescence error or bias, when a participant answers affirmatively to all items regardless 556 of content (Hinz, Michalski, Schwarz, & Herzberg, 2007) . For example, if a participant 557 answers '7' on a scale of 1 to 7 on both all positive and negative items, one may infer the 558 participant did not attend to or understand the items as these assess very different opinions. 559
With regards to questionnaire development, recent research suggests that the inclusion of 560 negative items may lead to the formation of a methods factor based on how participants 561 respond rather than a 'true' factor (X. Zhang et al., 2016). In study 2, the use of CFA allowed 562 for the examination of potential methods effects. While the models accounting for methods 563 effects showed marginal improvements in model fit over the standard model, this may have 564 been due to the large number of modifications made to the revised models to account for 565 potential methods effects. That the negative items loaded on to two factors as opposed to 566 one factor suggests that methods effects may not be the only explanation. The body of 567 evidence recognising that trust and distrust are related yet distinct concepts (Cho, 2006 supports our contention that the distrust factors in the current studies emerged due to a 570 conceptual difference between trust and distrust rather than methods effects. However, 571
given the unequal and limited number of negatively worded items compared to positive 572 items, as well as the use of negatively worded items for only some types of trust, we were 573 unable to investigate this fully. Future research might investigate this issue further for the 574 different types of trust and using an equal number of positively and negatively worded items. 575
Future studies in this area should be aware of the implications of using negatively worded 576 trust items or reverse wording trust items. This may lead to measuring the different concept 577 of distrust rather than trust. Furthermore, the inclusion of both positively and negatively 578 worded items may cause additional issues with regards to respondent confusion and 579 consistency (Colosi, 2005; Salazar, 2015) . 580
The final factor model details a rational and logical solution supported by the data. All 581 items load effectively on one factor only and the relationships between factors shows distinct 582 but related concepts. Relationships between the factors are as would be expected. For 583 example, product trust has a stronger relationship with chain trust and organisation trust than 584 the other types of trust. Multiple different types of validity tests were conducted and the use 585 of different methods to assess each type of validity as well as reliability testing is a particular 586 strength of the current set of studies. The sampling and testing of multiple countries with 587 varying levels of trust according to previous research means that the toolkit has broad 588 application. The use of a relatively large sample size for factor analysis and testing was also 589 a strength. 590
A limitation of the current study was the use of an EU only sample. As such, in 591 addition to testing for further methods effects, future studies should sample other countries. 592 This is particularly pertinent given that trust can vary widely between countries in the East 593 and West (Krockow, Takezawa, Pulford, Colman, & Kita, 2017; Yamagishi & Yamagishi, 594 1994). In countries outside the EU, information on food and safety or quality may be 595 provided by those involved in the chain such as manufacturers and retailers rather than an 596 independent organisation related to the chain such as EFSA. While the toolkit measures 597 trust in those involved in the chain, it does not specifically assess trust in information 598 provided by those in the chain. The toolkit was created with the aim of being adaptable to 599 various specific aspects of the food system such as different products and actors within the 600 chain. While we used specific examples such as EFSA, food manufacturers, and beef 601 burgers in the items used in the studies, we created the toolkit to be adaptable and believe 602 the items in the toolkit can be applied to different specific aspects of the food system such as 603 different products and actors. Future research should examine how the validity and reliability 604 of the toolkit is affected by using different specifics. Finally, the accuracy of the toolkit might 605 also be tested in further studies by using the toolkit to measure baseline trust, intervening to 606 increase trust then measuring again using the toolkit to see if there has been a resulting 607 increase in trust. 608 609 6. Conclusions
610
The consumer trust toolkit is a valid and reliable collection of items to measure trust 611 in the food system. Drawing upon previous research, the toolkit contains items to measure 612 trust in various levels of the food system from production through to consumption. Given the 613 relatively modular nature of the toolkit, researchers in this area can use a specific collection 614 of items to measure trust depending upon which aspects they are most interested. 615
Consumer trust in food is currently low and the toolkit can be used in future studies to 616 identify the most effective methods to improve trust. Most people are basically honest 10 --0.90 ---IntT2
Most people are trustworthy 10 --0.93 ---IntT3
Most people are basically good and kind 10 --0.86 ---IntT4
Most people are trustful of others 10 --0.69 ---ChaT1 Food manufacturers take good care of the safety of our food 11 ---0.86 --ChaT2 Food manufacturers give special attention to the safety of food 11 ---0.88 --ChaT3 Food manufacturers have the competence to control the safety of food 11 ---0.64 --ChaT4 Food manufacturers have sufficient knowledge to guarantee the safety of food products 11 ---0.66 --ChaT5 Food manufacturers are honest about the safety of food 11 ---0.89 --ChaT6 Food manufacturers are sufficiently open regarding the safety of food 11 ---0.84 --ChaT7 Food manufacturers can be trusted to protect the consumer from unsafe food 12 ---0.87 --OrgDT1 Information from EFSA is distorted 13 ----0.72 -OrgDT2 Information from EFSA has been proven wrong in the past 13 ----0.80 -OrgDT3 EFSA provides accurate information only to protect themselves and their own interests 13 ----0.80 -IntDT1 If given a chance, most people would try to take advantage of you 14 -----0.77 IntDT2 Most people are too busy looking out for themselves to be helpful 14 -----0.74 IntDT3 You can't trust strangers anymore 14 -----0.73 IntDT4 I never rely on other people 14 ----- 
